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strongly—opposed the regimes of Castro and Trujillo, the
accession to power of Allende, and the potentiai influence
of Patrice Lumumba. Orders concgrﬁing action against those
foreign leaders were given in vigorous language. For example,
President Nixon's orders to pfevent Allende from assuming
powér left Helms feeling that "if I ever carried a marshall's
baton-in my knapsack outAof the oval office, it was that day.”
Similarly,.General Lansdale described thé Mongoose éffort
against Cuba as "a combat situation', and Attorney Gemeral
Kennedy emphasized that "a solution to the Cuban'problem'
today carries top priority'". Helms testified that the
pressure to ''get rid of [Céstro and the Castro regime]"' was
intense, and Bissell testified that he had been ordered to
"get off your ass about Cuba".

It is possible that there was a failure of communica-

_tion between policymakers and the agency personnel who were

experieﬁced in 'secret, and often viqlent, action. Although
policymakers testified that‘assassfnationrwas not intended
by such words as ”gét rid 6fmC£é£%b”:“§éﬁe,éf their sub-
ordinates in the Agéncy testified that they perceived that
assassination was desired and that they should proceed with-
out trdubTing_their superiqrs{ |

The 1967 Inspector General's Repeort on éssassinations

appropriately observed:.
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The p01nt is that of frequent resort to synechdoche --
the mention of a part when the whole is to be under-
stood, or vice versa. Thus, we encounter repeated
references to phrases such as "disposing of Castro"
which may be read in the narrow, literal sense of assas-
sinating him, when it is intended that it be read in
the broader, figurative sense of dislodging the Castro
regime. Reversing the coin, we find people speaking
vaguely of "doing something about Castro” when it is
clear that what they have specifically in mind is
killing him. In a situation wherein those speaking

may not have actually meant what they seemed to say or
may not have said what they actually meant, they should
"not be surprised if their oral shorthand is 1nterpreted
differently than was intended.

Differing perceptions between superiors and their sub-
ordinates were graphically illustrated in the Castro context.¥
McCone, in a memorandum dated April 14, 1967, reflected as

follows:

Through the years the Cuban problem was discussed in
o terms such as "dispose of Castro', 'remove Castro"

s "knock off Castro', etec., and this meant the overthrow
of the Communist government in Cuba and the replacing
of it with a democratic regime. Terms such as the
above appear in many working papers, memoranda for the
record, etc., and, as. stated, all refer to a change in
the Cuban government.

* "Senator Mathias: Let me draw an_example from history.
When Thomas A'Béckett was proving to be an annoyance, as
Castro, the King said, 'who will rid me of this turbulent
priest?'. He didn’'t say, 'go out and murder him'. He said,
'who will rid me of this man', and let it go at that.

. b
"Mr. Helms: That is a warming reference to the problem.

"Senator Mathias: You feel that spans the generations
and the centuries? ' :

"Mr. Helms: I think it'does sir.

"Senator Mathias: And that is typical of the kind of .
thlng which might be said, which mlght be taken by the
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Helms, who had considerable experience as a covert operator,
'gave precisely the opposite meaning to ‘the same words, interpret-
ing them as conveying authority for assassination.

Helms.repeatedly testified that he felt'that explicit
autﬁgrization was unnecessary .for the assassination of
CastrO'in the early 1960's, bdt he said he did not construé
the infénse pressure from President Nixon in 1970 as pro-
viding authority to assassinate anyone. As Helms testified,

‘the difference was not that the pressure to preveﬁt A11ende

from assuming office was any less than the pressure to remove
the Castro fegime, but rathér that "I had already made up mf
mind that'we weren't going to have any of that business when

I was Director."

Certain CIA—qontempofaries of Helms who were subjected
to similar pressures in the Castro‘éase rejected the thesis
that implicit authority to assassinate .Castro derived from
"the strong language of the policymakers. Bissell testified
that he had believed that "formal agqmexplicit-approﬁal”

would be required for assassination; and McManus testified

dlrector or by anybody else as pr951dentlal authorization to
. go forward9

"Mr. Helms: That is right. But in answer to that, I
realize that one sort of grows up in tradition of the time
and I think that any of us would have found it very difficult
to discuss assassinations with a President of the U.S. I
just think we all had the feeling that we were hired oqut to -
keep those things out of the oval offlce
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thét "it never occurred to me" that the vigorous words of
the Attorney General could be taken as authorizing
assassination. The differing perceptions may have resulted
from their different backgrounds and training. Neither
Bisgeli {an aéaaemician winose Agency career for the six years
before he became DDP had been in the field of technology) nor
- McManus (who had concentrated on intelligence and staff work)
were experienced in covert operations.¥

The perception of certain Agency officials that assas-

sination was w1th1n the ranege of DermlsSLble activityv was

reinforced by the contlnulng approval of violent covert actlons
against Cuba that were sanctioned at the Presidential level

and by the ;allure ‘of the successive admlnlstratlons to make
‘clear that assassination was not permissible. This point is

“r one of the subjects considered in the next sectibn.

* Of course, this analysis cannot be carried too far. 1In
the Lumumba case, for example,  Johnson and Dillon, who were
Administration officials with no covert operation experience,
construed -remarks as urging or permitting assassination, while
other persons who were not in the Agency did not so 1nterpret

. them. : -

:.,u- -
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4. The Failure In Communication Between Agency Officials

In Charge Of The Assassination Operations And Their Superiors

In The Agency And In The Administration Was Due To:

(a) The Failure of Subordinates‘Tb‘Disclose'The

Operations To Their Superiors; and

(b) The Failure of Superiors to Give Frecise Orders

Regarding the Nature of Permissable Operations and to llake

Clear .That Assassination Was Precluded in the Climate of

Violence Engendered by the Aggressive Covert Actions

Sanctioned by‘the Administrations.

While we cannot find that officials rééponsible for

making policy decisions knew aboﬁt.or au;ho;ized the assassina-
-tion attempts (with the possible exception of the Lumumba case) ,
Aéency operatives at- least thfough the level of.DDP neverthe-
less perceived assassination to have been permiséible; This
failure in communication was inexcusable in light of thé gravity
-of assassinatign. The Committee .finds that the failure of
Agency off1c1als to 1nf0rm their superlors was reprehen81ble
and that the reasons that they offered-for havxng neglected

to inform their superiors are unacceptable. The Committee
fufﬁher finds that Administration officials failed to be
sufficiently precise in their-direqtions to ﬁhe Agency and
'that their attitude toward,tﬁe poésibility'of assassination

was ambiguous in the context of the violence of other activities

ae

‘that they did authorize.
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A - (a) Agencerfficials Failed On Several Occasions To Reveal

The Plots To Their Superiors, Or To Do So With Sufficient

Detail and Clarity

| uSeyeral,of the cases considered in this repo?t raise
questions concerning whether officials of the CIA sufficientlf
informed tﬁeir superiors in the Agency or officials outside the
.Agency about their activities. |

Caétro _

Thé failure of Agency officials to inform their suﬁeriors
of the assassination efforts against Castro is particularly
tfoubling-

Richard Bissell testified that he and_Sheffield Edwards
told Allen Dulles oniy "circumlocutiously" and only after

- the project had begun about the opération which used members
éf the underworld. Both Bissell andhhis successor ;s DDP,
Richard Helms, testified-tﬁat they never discussed the opera-
‘tion with John McCone orx ény officials outside the CIA. The
two officialsldireqply responsible for the operation--Edwards
and William HarveyQ;testified that they never discussed the
operétion with McCone or any Goverﬁment official abbve,the
level of DDP; McCone testified that he was never comsulted about
the operation, and that'Dulles.never brieféd him on its
Aéxistenge, On the basié;of the‘testimony_and documentary

evidence before the Committee; it is'uhcerthin,whether Dulles
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was ever madelaware of the true nature of the underworld
operation, and virtually cértain that it continued into
McCone's term without his or the Adminiétration's knowledge
or apprpval.

uOn the occasions when Richard Bissell had the opportunity
to inform his superiors abopt the assassination effort against.
Castro, he either failed to inform them or misled them.

Bissell testified that he and Edwérds teld Dulles and

Cabell about the assassination operation using underworld
figures, but that they did so ”circumldqutiousiy”, and then
only after contact had been made with the.ﬁnderworld gnd a

price had been offered for Castro's death.

Bisseli further testified that he never raised the issue
of assassidation with officials of either the Eiéenhoﬁer or

{;' Kennedy‘Administration. His reason was that since he was under

Dﬁlles in the chain of command, he would normélly have had no
‘duty to-discuss the matter with the Presidents or ofher Adminis-

tration officials,‘and-ﬁhat HeAassumgédthat Dullés would.havé
circumlocutiously spoken with Présidents'Eisenhower and Kennedy

.about the operation. These reasons are insufficient. It Qgs
inexcusable to withhold such information from those responsible

~for formulating policy on the_unverifieﬁ:assumption that they

might have been cirdumlocutiously informed by Dulles, who

HW 50935 DocTd:32423525 Page 178



-29-

himself had not been straight-forwardly told about the operatiom.¥*
The failure to either inform those officials or to make .

certain that they had been informed by Dulles was particularly

reprehensible in light of the fact that there were many occasions

on which Bisséll should have informed them, and his failure to

do  so was misleading. In the first weeks of the Kennedy Adminis-

tration, Bissell met with.Bundy and discussed the develoﬁment

of an assassination capability withip CIA;-exécutivé action.

But Bissell did not mentién that an. actual assassination attempt

was undexway. Bissell appeared before the.iaylor-Kennedy Béard

of Inquiry which was formed to report to the President on the |

Bay of Pigs and the Cuban situation, but testified that he did

‘not inform the Commission of the assassination operation. As

chief of the CIA directorate concerned with clandestine operations

and the Bay of Pigs, Bissell frequently met with officials in

’fhe Eisenhower and Kennedy Admiﬁistratidns‘to discuss Cuban -

operations, and his advice was frequeﬁtly sought. He did not

tell them that the CIA had undeftaken~an effort to assassinate’

Castfd, and did not ask if they favored proceeding with the

()

* Even assuming that Bissell correctly perceived that Dulles
understood the nature of the operation, it was inexcusable for
Bissell not- to have.briefed Dulles in plain language. Further,
even if one accepts Bissell's assumption that Dulles told the
Presidents, they would have been told too late, because Bissell
"guessed" they would have been told that the operation "had.
been planned and was being attempted’. ' '
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effort. He was present at the meeting with Dulles and Presi-
dent Kennedy at which the new President was briefed on covert
action in Cuba, but neither Dulles nof Bissell mentioned the
assaﬁsination operation that was underway.

The failures to make forthright disclosures to policy-
makers continued during the time that Richard Helms was DDP;
Helms'* failure to infofm McCone abouit the underworld operation
when it was reactivated under Harvey and poison pills were
sent to Cuba was a gfave error in judgment, and Helms' exéuses
are unpersuaéive; In May of 1962, the Attorney General was
told that the CIA's 1nvolvement in an assassination plot had
terminated with the Bay of Pigs. Not only did Edwards, who
had briefed the Attornéy General, know that the operation had
not been terminated, but Helms did not inform the Attorney

- General that the operation was still active ﬁhen hé learned
that‘the Attorney General had been misled. Helms did not _
inform McCone‘oflthe plot untii August 1962, and did so then
iﬁ a manner which ig@icated that themp}ot had been terminated

" before McCoge became Director. ‘Helms' denial that AMfLASH'
had.beén_involvedrin an assassination attempt in response to
Secretafy of.State Rusk'’s inquiries was, as Hélms-testified,
"not: truthful”. |
When Helms briefed President Johnson on the Castro plots,
"he apparently described the activities that had occurred'during

Ll

prior administrations but did not describe the AM/LASH opera-
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tion which had continued until 1965. Helms also failed to
inform the Warren Commission of the blots because the precise
question was not asked. |
Helms told the Committee that he had never raised the
assa;sination operation with McCone or Kennedy Administration
officials because he had assumed that the project had been
previously auﬁhorized, and that-the-aggressive character of
the Kennedy Administration's program against the Castro regime
made assassination permissible even in the absence of an
express instructioﬁ. He added that he had never been convinced
that the operation would succeed, and that he would have told
McCone about it if he had ever belleved that it would "go
.anyplace
Helms' reasons for not hav1ng ‘told his superlors about
=~ the assaSSLnatlon effort are unacceptable 1ndeed, many of. them
were reasons why he should have sought express authoriﬁyw
 As Helms himself testified, assassination was of a high order
of sensitivity. Administration policymakers supported by
i 1ntelllgence estlméfes furnished byAigé Agency, had emph351zed
on several occasions that successors to Castro might be worse
than Castro himself. 1In éddition, the Speciai éroup Augmented
required that plans for covert actions against Cuba be sub-
mitred in détail for its apprdval. Although the Administration
was exerting intense pressure on the CIA to do something about

e

‘Castro and the Castro regime, it was a serious error to have
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undertaken so drastic an operation without obtaining full and
equivocal permission.

>William Harvey, the officer in charge of the CIA'S attempt
using underworld figﬁres to assassinate Castro, testified that
he never discuésed the plot wifh McCone or officials of the
Kennedy Administration because he believed that it had been
fuily authorized by the previous Direcﬁor, because he was
uncertain whether it had a chance of succeeding, and because
he believed that it was Hélms', not his, duty to inform higher

authorities.

Nénetheless, the Committee believes there were occasions
on which it was incumbént'oﬁ-Harvey to have disclosed the
assassination operation. As head of Task Force W, the branch
of the CIA responsible for covert éperations in Cuba, Harvey
reported directly to General Lansdale and the Special Group
Augﬁented‘ The Sﬁegial Group Augmented had made known that
_covertAoperations in Cuba should be first approved by it, both
by explicit instruction and by its practice that particular

operations be submitted in "nauseating detail". Yet Harvey

-l
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did not iﬁfdrm either General Lansdale or the Special Group

Augmented of . the assassination operation, either when he was

explicitly requested to feport to McCone, General Taylor,

and the Special Group on his activities in Miami in April

1962, or when the subject of assassination was raisea in the
" August 1962 meeting and McCone voiced his disapproval.

The Committee finds that tﬁe réasons advanced for not
having informed those respoﬁsible for fénmulating.policy
abbut~ﬁhe assassiﬁation operatién were inadequate, misleading}
and inconsistent. Some officials viewed assasgination as
too important and sensitive to discuss with superiors, while
qthers considered it not sufficiently important. Harvey
testified that it was premature to tell McCone about thg

underworld operation in April 1962, because it was not

sufficiently advanced, but too late to tell him about it in

Augusf 1962, since by that time he_haa decided to terminate

it. On-other-oécasions, officials thought disclosure was

.- someone elsg's responsibility; Bisseli‘said he thought it was
up to Dulles, Harvey believed it was up to Hélms,'but Helms
. remarked that Harvey.”kept Phase I1 pretty much in his back

- pocket'.

o
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The Committee concludes that the failure clearly to
inform policymakers of the assassination effort against
Castro was grossiy improper. The Committee believes that
it_s@ould be incumbent upon the DDP to report such a
sensitive .operation to his éuperior, the DCI,_nd matter how
grave his doubts might_be about the possible outcome of the
- operation. It follows that the DCI has the same duty to
éccurétely inform his superiors.
Trujillo |
In the Trujillo case there were several instances in
which it appears that policymakers were not given sufficient
information, or were not informed in a‘timely'fashion.
‘At a ﬁeeting on December 29, 1960,'Biséell presented a
plan to the Spécial Group for suppofting<Dominican exile groups
and local dissidents, and stated ;ha; the plan would not bring
down the regime without "some decisive sﬁroke against Trujillo
-himself". At a meeting on January 12, 1961, the Special Group
‘authorized the passage of "limited supplies of small arms andl
other matefial” to Dominican dissidenfs'undéf certain conditions.
At this time, the fact that the dissidents had been contemplating
the assassination of Trujilld had been known in the State Department
at the level of the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs, and by senior officials of the CIA, inéluding the DCI.

Yet the memorandum supplied to Under Secretary Merchant, which

-

Falt
1
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WY 50935 Doeld:32423525 Page 184



zﬁ:ﬁgj Qg@t‘u ey b 35

was said to have been the basis upon which the Special Group
agreed to the "limited supply" of small arms, did not mention
assassination. To the contréry, it spoke of ''sabotage pbtential“
and stated that there "would be no thought of toppling the
[goﬁérﬁment] by any such minor measure [as the supplying Qf
small arms]." | '
On February 17, 1961, Richard Bissell sent a memérandum
~on the Dominicén Republic to'McGeo:ge Bundy . ﬁissell knew
that the dissidents planned to assassinate Trujillo,- but his
memorandum did not mention assassination. It indicated that
the dissidents' '"plan df action" included arms for 300 men.
Those invblved agreed that support of this nature suggested a
non-targeted pavamilitary plan, not an assassination.
The passage of the carbines was apprbﬁed by CIA head-
7 . quarters on March 31, 1961. The State Departmént was apparently
i " unaware of this passage for several weeks.- The pouqhing of thé,

.machine guns was not disclosed outside the CIA.

' The State Department official from whom the CIA sought

permission to pass the machine guns stated that on "cross
- examination' the CIA official conceded that the purpose was
assassination; 'The CIA official then agreed the United States

should have nothing to do with assassination plots "anywhere,

-

anytime“, even though the previous day he and Bisseéll had signed
a draft cable permitting the passage of the machine guns for

use in connection with a planned assassination. - : -

Pl
N
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Schneider

The issue here is not whether the objectives of the CIA were
contrary to those of the Administration. It is clear thaf Presi-
dent-Nixon desired to prevent Allende from.assuming office, even
if that required fomenting and.supporting a coup in Chile.- Nor
did White House officials suggest that tactics employed (includ- -
ing as a first step to kidnapping General Schneider) would have
been unacceptable'as a matter principle. Rather, theiissue posed

- is whether White House officials were consulted, and thus‘given_
an opportunity to weigh such mafters as risk and likelihood of suc-
cess, and to apply policy-making judgments to particular tactics.
The recordiindicates that up'fo October 15 they were;.after Octo-
ber 15 there is some doubt.

The documentafy record with respect to the disputed post-
October 15 period gives rise to conflicting inferences. On the one
hand, Karamessines' calendar shows existence of at least one White
hHouée contact in the critical period prior to the kidnapping of
General Schneider on OctoBér,ZZ. However, the absence of any sub-
stantive memoranda in CIA fiies——when contrasfed with séverél such
memoranda describing contacts with the White_Hoﬁse'between Septem-~

ber 15 and October lS--maj suggest a lack of sigﬁificant‘communi-

" cation on the part of the CIA as well as a lack of careful super-

vision on the part of the White House.
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The étandards'applied-within the CIA itself suggest a
view that action which the Committee believes called for
top-levél policy discussion and decision Qas thought of-as
permissible, wi;hout any further consultation, on the basis
of the initial instruction to prevent Allende from assuming
power. Machine guns were sent to Chile and delivered to
military figures there on the aﬁthority of junior CIA officers
without consultation even with the CIA officer in charge of
ﬁhe program. We find no suggestibn of bad faith in the action
of the junior officers. But‘it:necessarily'establishes fhat
there was no advance permission from outside the CIA for the
passage of machine guns. And it also suggests an attitude
-Wi;hin the CIA toward consultation thch was uﬁduly lax.
.Further, this case demonstratedthe problems imherent in giving
an agency a ''blank check" to engage in covert operations
without specifying which acﬁions-are ana are not permissible,
“énd without adequately supervising and monitoring these

activities once begun. -

(b)) On Occésiony Administration Officials Gave Vague

Instructions to Subordinates and.Failed-to Make Sufficiently

Clear That Assassination Should Be Excluded From Consideration.
While-we cannot find that high Administration officials
expressly approved of the assassination attempts, we have

noted that certain agency officials nevertheless perceived
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assassination to have been authorized. Although those officials
were reﬁiss in not seeking express authorization for their
activities, their superiors were also at fault for giving
vague instructions and for not explicitly fuling out assassina-
tion. No written order prohibiting .assassination was issued
until 1972, and that order was an internal CTA directive issued
by Director Helms.

Schneider

As explained above, there is no evidence that assassina-
tion was ever proposedjas a ﬁethod of carrying out the Presi-
dential order to prevent Allende from assuming office. The
Committee believes, however, that the granting of carte.
blanche authority to the CIA by the Executive in this case
may have contributed to the tragic and unintended death of
General Schneider. This was also partially due to.impositing
an impractical task to be accomplished within an unreasonably
‘short time. Apart from the question of whether any inter-
vention was Justlfled under the c1rcumstances of this case,
the committee believes that the Executive in any event should-‘

have defined the limits of permissible action.

Lumumba

We ‘are unable to make a finding that President
Eisenhower intentionally authorized an assassination
effort against Lumumba because of the lack of.aysolutg -

certainty in the evidence. However, it appears that the
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strong language used in discussions at the Special Group and
NSC, as reflected in minutes of relevant meetings,
led Dulles to believe that assassination was desired. The
minutes contain language concerning the need to "dispose of"
Lumumba, an "extremely strong féeling about the necessity
for straight forward action", and a refusal to rule out any
activity that might contribute to "getting rid of" Lumumba .
Castro
The effort to assassinate Fidel Castro took place in an
atmosphere of extreme pfessure by Eisenhower and Kennedy
Administration officials to discredit and overthrow the Castro
regime. Richard Helms recalled that:
"T remember vividly [that the pressure] was very
intense. And therefore, when you go into the record,
you find a lot of nutty schemes there and those nutty
schemes were borne of the intensity of the pressure.
S "And we were quite frustrated."
Bissell recalled that:
"During that entire period, the administration was.
extremely sensitive. about the defeat that had, been
afflicted, as they felt, on the U.S. at the Bay of
Pips,. and were pursuing every possible means of
getting rid of Castro."
Another witness, Samuel Halpern, stated that sometime in
the Fall of 1961 Bissell was
"chewed out in the Cabinet Room in the White House by
both "the President and the Attorney General for, as he
put it, sitting on his ass and not doing anything about"

getting rid of Castro and the Castro Regime."

General Lansdale informed the agencies cooperating in Operation

el
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Mongoose that ”you'rg in a combat situation where we have
been given full command". Secretary of Defense McNamara
coufirmed that "we wefe.hyéﬁerical about Castro at-the time
"of the Bay of Pigs and thereafter"
Many of the plans that were discussed and often approved-
contemplated violent action against Cuba. The operation
which resulted in the Bay of Pigs was a majbr paramilitary
onslaught that had the approval of the highest government
officials,.including the two Presidents. Thereafter, Attorney
General Kennedy vehemently exhorted the gpecial Group Aug-
" mented that "a solutien to the Cuban problem today carried
top priority . . . no.time, money, effqrt——or ménpower is
to be spared.''* Subsequently, Operation Mongoose involved
propaganda and sabotage operations aimed toward spurring a
revolt of the Cuban people against Castro. Measures that
were conéidered by the fop policymakers included incapaqita—
- ting sugar-workers during harvest-seaéon by thé use of
chemicals; blow1ng ‘up bridges and productlon plants sabotaging
.merchandlse in thlrd countrles--even fhose allied with
the United'Statés--prior to its delivery to Cuba; and arming

insurgents on the island. Programs undertaken at the urging

% The Attorney General himself took a personal interest
in the recruitment and development of assets within Cuba,
~on occasion recommending Cubans to the CIA as possible recruits
and meeting in Washington and Florida with Cuban exiles
active in the covert war against the Castro government.

-
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of the Administration included intensive efforts to recfuit
‘and arm dissidents within Cuba and raids on plants, mines,
and harbors.

Discussioné at the Special Croup and NSC meetings might
weli‘ﬁéve contributed to the perception of some CIA officials
that assassination was é permissible tool in the effort to
overthrow the Castro regime. At a Special Group meeting in
November 1960, Under Seéretary Merchant inquired whether
any planning had been undertaken for "direct, positive action"

égainét Che Guevarra, Raul and Fidél Castro. Cabell replied

that such a capability did not exiét, but might well have

" left the meeting with the impression that assassination was

not out of bounds. One phase of.Lansdale's plaﬁs, which

was submitted to the Special Gréup in January 1962, aimed
S at inducing ''‘open revolt and éverthrdw,of the Communist

: regime",'and included in the final phase an "attack on the
cadre of the regime, including key leaders". The proposal
scated that "this should be al'Special,Target”.operation

Gangster élements ﬁight provide the best recruitment potential
agéinst police. " Several minutes f}om Special Group
mgetings contain lanpuage such as "possible fgmovél of
Castro froﬁ the Cuban sceﬁe”. Aithough Lansdale's proposal

-2

was shelved, the,t?pe of aggressive action contemplated was

not ruled out.

On several occasions, the subject of assassination was .

R
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discussed in the presence of senior Administration officials.
While those officials never consented to actual assassina-
tion'effo:ts, they also failed to indicate that assassination
was impermissible as a matter of principle.

In early 1961, McGeorge Bundy was informed of a CIA
ﬁroject described as the development of a capability to
assassinate;* Bundy raised no objection'and, according to
Bissell, may.have been more affirmative. Although Bissell
stated that he did not infer authorization from Bﬁndy's
remarks for ﬁhe underworld plot agéinst Castro that was then
underway, the-fact‘that he believed.that the development
of an assassination capability had been approved by the White
House (which he subsequently told to Harvey) may well have

contributed to the general perception that assassination was

Lo

not proﬁibited
Documents 1nd1cate that in May 1962, Attorney General
: Kennedy was told that the CIA had sought to assassinate
Castro pr;or toltbg Bay of Pigs. gggprdlng_;o the CIA

foicials present at the briefing, the Attorney General

* Bundy, who was National Security Advisor to the President,
had an obligation to tell. the President of such a grave -
matter, even though it was only a discussion of a capablllty
to assaSSLnate His failure to do .so was a serious error.
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indicated his displeasure about the lack of consultation

on the impropriety of the attempt itself.* There is no
evidence that the Attorney General told the CIA that it must
not.engage in assassinatibn plots.

At a meeting of the Spgcial Group Augmented in August
1962, well after the assassination efforﬁs were'ﬁnderway,
Robert McNamara ié said to have raised the question of
whether the assassination of Cuban leaders should be explored,
and Ceneral Lansdale issued an action memorandum assigning
the CIA the task of ﬁrepéring contingency plans. for the
assassination of Cuban leaders. While McCone testified
tﬁat he had iﬁmediately-made it clear that assassination
was not to be discussed or condoned, Harvey's testimony

. and documents which he wrote after the event indicate that
Harvey may have been confused over whether McCone had
objected to the use of assassination, or whether he-was only

concerned that the subject not be put in writing. In any

_ % Documents show that the Attorney General, Robert Kennedy,
learned in May of 1961 that the CIA had used underworld
figures in.an operation against Cuba. The documentary record
further reflects that the Attorney General was not told that
the operation had involved assassination efforts until May
of 1962, and that the operation was then described.to him

- as having-been terminated in May 1961. There is no evidence
that the Attorney General suspected the true nature of the
operation until that briefing, or that he learned that it
had not in ‘fact been terminated. While it is curious that
the Attorney General would not have inquired further into

the nature of the operation when he discovered that Sam -
Giancana had been involved in it, there is no evidence that
he did.
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-event, McCoﬁe went.no further. He issued no general order
banning consideration of assassination within the Agency.

One of the. programs forwardéd to General Lansdale by
the Defense Department in the Mongoose program was entitled
“Oﬁérétion Bounty" and envisioned dropping leaflets in Cuba
offering rewards for the assassination of Government leaders.
-Although the plan was vetoed by Lansdale, it indicates that
persons in'agencies‘other than the CIA perceived that assas-
sination might be permissible.

While the ambivalence of Administration officials does
not excuse the misleading conduct by Agencf officials or
justify their failure to seek explicit permiséion,'it dis-
played an insufficienf concern about assassination which
may have contributed to the perception that assassiﬁatiOn

S Was aﬁ acceptable tactic in accomplishing the Government's
general objectives.

- With the exception of the tight guidelines issued by
the Special Group Augmented concerning Operation Mongoose,
precisé,limitatioﬁé were never_impaééd oﬁ_the CIA requiring
prior permission for the details of otherlproposed covert
operations against Cuba. No general policy bahning assas-.
sination‘was_promulgate@_until Helms"' intra—agency ordex
in 1972. i}nvlight of the number of times in which the
subjeét of aééassination arose, Administration officiais

were remiss in not explicitly forbidding such activity. -
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The Committee notes that many of the occasions on
which CIA officials should have informed their superiors
of the assassination efforts but failed to do so, orldia
so in a miéleadiﬁg manner, wefe also occasions on wﬁich
Adminiétration officisls péradoxically may have reinforced
the peréeption that assassination was permissihle.

For example, when Bissell spoke with Bundy about an
executive action capability, Bissell failed to indicate fhat
an actual assassination operation was underway, but Bundy

failed to rule out -assassination as a tactic.

In May of 1962 the Attorney Genéral was misleadingly told

about the effort to assassinate Castro prior to the Bay of Pigs,
S “but not about the operation that was thén going on. The Attorhey
) General, however, did not state that assassination was improper:
When a senior administration official raiéedlthe:quéstion

of whether assassination should be explored at a Special Group

- meeting, the assassination operation should have been revealed,
but a firm written order against engaging in assassination should
also have been issued by McCone if, as he testified, he had ex-

hibited strong aversion to assassination.

-2
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6. Practices Current at the Time in Which the Assas-

sination Plots Occurred Were Revealed by the Record to

Create the Risk of Confusion, Rashness, and Irresponsibility

in the Very Areas Where Clarity and Sober Judgment Was

Most Necessary.

Various witnesseg described ‘elements of the system
within which the assassination plots were conceived. The
Committee 1s disturbed by the custom that permitted the
most sensitive matters to be presented to the highést levels
of Gévernment with the least clarity. We find this dis-
turbing, and view the foilbwing concepts as particularly
daﬁgerous:

(1) The extension of the doctrine of ”plausible denial"”
beyond its intended purpose of hldlng the involvement of
the United States from other countrles to an effort to
shield higher officials from knowledge, and hence, responsi;
bility for certain operations.

f2) The use_gf circumlocution or euphemism to describe

serious matters--such as assassination--when precise meanings

- ought to be made clear.

(3) The theory that general approval of broad covert
action programs is sufficient to justify specific actions

such as assassination or the passage of weapons.
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(4) The theory that authority granted, or assumed to
be granted, by one director or one administratioq could be
presumed to continue without the necessity for reaffirming
the authority with successor officials.

“ (5) .The creation of capabilities without careful
review and authorization by pélicymakers, and the risk that
such capabilities might be used without further authoriza-

tion.

(a) The Danger Inherent in Overextending the Doctrine

of Plausible Denial’

The originél éoncept of plausible denial envisioned
implementing covert actions in a manner calculated to conceal
Amefican involvement if the actions were exposed. The
doctrine was at times a delusion and at times a snare. It

o was naive for policqukers to assume that'sponsorship of
 actions és big as the Bay of Pigs invasion coﬁld be concéaled.
The Committee's inquiryliﬁto assassiﬁation'and the public
disclosures which precedgd it demonstrate that when the
United States resorted to cloak and ~dagger tactics, its hand
ﬁas ﬁltimately expoéed. AIn'addition, the likelihpbd of
réckless action is substantially increased when policymakers

' believe.that‘theif decisions will never be revealed. |

whaté%er can be said in defense of the original pur-

pose of plausibie denial--a purpose which intends to conceal

o

U.s. involvemeﬁt from the outside world--the extension of

Lol
kY

HY 50335 DocId:32423525 Page 197



the Government is absurd. Any theory wh%ch, as a matter

of doctrine, places elected officials'on the periphery of
thg,dgcision—making process is an invitation terrror, an
abdication of_respbnsibility,'and a perversion of democratic
government.

(b) The Dangers of Using "Circumlocution’ and

"Euphemism"

According to Richard Bissell, the extension bfrplausible
denial to internal decisionmaking required the use of cir-
cumlocutioﬁ and euphemism in speaking with Presidents and

- other senior officials.

Explaining this concept only heightens its absurdity.
On the one hand, it assumes that senior officials should bé
shielded from tﬁe truth to.enable them to deny knowledge if
the truth comes out. On the oﬁher hand, the concept assumes
that senior bfficiais must be told enough, by way of double
talk,.to grasp th@usubject. As a ggggequengé, the theoiy
falls to accomplish its objective and only increases the
risk of misunderstanding. Subordinate officials Shoﬁld des-
cribé their proposals in clear, precise, and brutally frank
language; _busy sﬁperiors are entitled to and should demand
no less.

Euphemism may actually have been preferred--not because

e
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of plausible denial--but because the persons involved

could not bring themselves to state in plain language what
they intended to do and may have, in. some instanceé; assumed,
’righply or wrongly, that the listening superiors did not
waﬁ& Ehe issue squarely placed before them. Assassinate,
murder and kill are words many'people do not want to speak
or hear. They describe acts which should not even be pro-
poéed, let alone plotted. Failing to call dirty business

by its rightful name may have increased the risk of dirty
business being done.

(c) The Danger of Generalized Instructions.

Permitting specific écts to be taken on the basis of
general approvals of broad strategies (e.g., keep Allende
from.assuming office, get rid of the Castro regime) blurs

e responsibility and accountability. Worse still,‘if increases
the danger'that subordinates may take steps which would
have been_disapp;ovéd if the policymakers had been informed.
A further danger is that policymakers might intentionally
use loose“general“instructions to é&éde responsibility for
embarrassing activifies.

In either event, we find that the gap between the
general policy objectives and the specific actions under-

taken to achieve them was far too wide.

It is important that policymakers review the manner in
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which their directives are implemented, particularly when
the activities are sensitive, secret, and ilmmune from
public scrutiny.

(d) The Danger of "Floating Authorization

One justification advanced by Richard Helms and William
Harvey for not informing John McCone about the use of under-
world figures to assassinate Fidel Castro was their assertion
that the project had already been approved by MMcCone's
predecessor, Allen Dulles, and that further authorization was
unnecessary, at least until the operation had reached a more
advanced stage.
Similarlf, most of the actions taken in the qujillo
caée during the early months of the Kennedy Administration
were authorized by the'Special Group on Januéry 12, 1961,
o at the end of the Eisenhower Administration.
| The idea that authority might continué from one adminis-
. tration or director to the next and that there is no duty
'to.réaffifm éuthority with successors inhibits responsible
decisionmékihg. éircumstaﬁées may-égénge or judgments differ.
New officials should be given the opportunity to review

significant programs.

(e) The Problems Connected with Creating New Covert

-

Capabilities

The development of a new capability raises numerous
problems. Haﬁimg a'capability_to engage in certain covert

5
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activity increases fhe probability that it will occur,
since the capability represents a tool that is available
for use. There is the further danger that authorizing a
capability may be misunderstood as authorizing its use
without need for obtaining explicit authorization.

Of course, an assassination qapability should never

have been created in the first place.

ey
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i V. RECOMMENDATIONS _ . as to language of statute)
During our long investigation of. assassination, a number of vital issues’

came 1mto sharp‘focus.;

1

Above all, stood the question of assassination. Our recommendations on

other issues should await the completion of our continuing investigations and

“our final report.’ But we need no more information to convince us that a‘flat

ban against assassination should be written into law. : ' -
We condemn assassination and reject it as an instrument of American

policy. Surprisingly, at present there is no statute making it a crime ﬁo assas-

. sinate a foreign official outside the United States. Hence, for the reasons
set forth below, the Committee recommends the prompt enactment of a statute mak-- -
ing it a Federal crime to commit or attempt an assassination, or to conspilre to

do so.

-

.A. General agreement that the United States must not engage in assassina-

tion. Our view that assassination has no place in America's arsenal is shared by

the Administration.
Prgsident Ford, in the_same sta#emeﬁt in which he asked this Committee to
deai with the assassination‘issue, stated: |
i an opposed to"politicai assassination. This administration

has not and will not use such means. as instruments of natilonal

policy. Presidential Press Conference, June 9, 1975, Weekly
Compllation of Presidential Documents, Vol. II, No. - 24, p. 611.

The witnesses we examined unifqrmly condemned assassination. They denounced
it as immoral, described it as impracéical, and reminded us that an open soclety,
.most of all, runs-the risk of the assassination of its own leaders. As President
Kennedy was reported té have said: "we can't get into that kind of thing, or we
would all be targéts.“ (Goodwin 7/18/75, p. &)

The.curreqp'CIA Director and his two predecessors testified emphatically

that assassination should be banned. Thus, Colby said:
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‘With respect to assassination, my position 1s clear. I
just think it is wrong. And I have said so and made it
w very clear to my subordinates, C(53/21/75, p. 89)

Colby's'ppedecéssqr, Hélms, although himself involved in an.earlier rlot,
'said he had concluded assassination should be ruled out for both moral and

- '

practical reasons:

As a result of my experiences through the years, when I be-
came Director I had made up my mind that this option...of
killing foreign leaders, was something that I did not want
to happen on my watch. My reasons for this were these:

There are not-only’ moral reasons but there.are also
- some other rather practlcal reasons. : -

It is almost impossible in a democracy to keep any-
thing like' that secret.... .Somebody. would go to a Con-
gressman, his Senator, he mlght go to a newspaper man, whak-
ever the case may be, but it just is not a practical alterna-
tive, it seems to me, in our society. '

Then there is another consideration...if you are going
to try by this kind of means to remove a foreign leader,
then who 1s going to take his place! running that country,
and are you essentially better off as a matter of practice
when it is eover than vou were before? And T can give vou T
think a very solid example of this %hlch happened ‘in Vietnam
when President Diem was eliminated from the scene. Ue then
had a revolv1ng door of prime ministers-after that for quite:
some period of tiem, during which the Vietnamese Government
at a time in its history when it should have been strong was
nothing but a caretaker government....In othar
words, that whole exercise turned out to the dlsadvantage of
the United States, :

...there is no sense in my sitting here with all the ex-
perience I have had and not sharing with the Committee my
feelings this day. It 1sn 't because I have lost my cool,
or because I have lost my. guts, it simply is because I don'
think it is a viable optlon in the United States of America ﬂ
days. -

Chairman Church. Doesn't it also follow, Mr. lUelms -- T
- _ agree with  what vyou have sald fully ---but doesn't it
also follow on the practical side, apart from the moral side,
that since these secrets are bound to come out, when they do,
they do very grave political damage to the United States in
the world at large? I don't know to what extent the Russians
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invelved themselves in political assassinatibns, but under ‘
their systrenm they at least have a better-prospect of keep~ '
- © ing it concealed. Since we do like a free society and

Mr. Helms. 'qu; I would.

) The Chairmau. And finally, 1f we were to reserve to sur-
selves the Prerogative to assassinate foreign leaders, we.may in-
vite reciprocal action from foreign governments who assume - -
that if it's our prerogative to do so, it is their prero- '
gative as well, and that is another danger that we at least
invite with this kind of éction;'wouldn't'you agree?

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. (6/13/75, pp. 76-78)
Similarly, John McCone said he was opposed to assassinations _ - ' .i
because:

I didn't think it was proper from the étanﬂpoint of the U.S.
Government and the Central Intelligence Apency. (6/6/75, p. 15)

B. CIA Directives Banning Assassination. -In 1972 and 1973, Helms.andf

then Colby issued internal CIA orders banning assassination. In his crder, lelms
said:

It has recently again been élleged in the press that CIA
.engages in assassination. As you are well aware, this is nor
the case, and Agency policy has long®*been clear on this issue.
To underline it, however, I direct that no such activicy or
operation be undertaken, assisted Or suggested by anv of our
peréonnel....(Memorandum, Helms to Deputy Directors, 3/6/72)

Cbiby, in one of_a_series of-o}ders in August 1973 arising out of the Agencwy's
own review of prior "questionable activity," issued an order which stated:

CIA will not engage in assassination nor induce, assist or

suggest to others that assassination be employed. (Memorandum, Colby
- to Deputy Directors, 8/29/73) , ‘

HYW 50935 DocId: 32423525 Page 204



-4 -

C. The need-for a statute. Commendable and welcome as they are, these E

CIA directives aré not:sufficiént. Administrations change, CIA directors changé,
and soééday‘in the fut;re what was tried in the past maf once again become a ;eﬁptn
ation, Aégassination ploté did happen. It would be irresponsible for ué ﬁot to dé
éli that we can do to prevent thelr happening again., Laws expfeés Lour stiet?'é-
vaiues; they deter tho%e who might"be temptéd and stiffén the will of-thése who5
want to resist. |

The statute wé.recommend,.ghich is printed as aﬁ appendix to this:repprt;
make$:it_a criminal offense for peréons sgbjgct to the jurisdiction;of the ﬁnitéd ;
States 1) té'conséire, withiﬁ or outside the United States, to assassiﬁa;e a |
fofeign officialg 2) to attempt to aésassihate a foreign ;fficial, of:3).to asség;
~sinate é foreign'official. .

Present law mgkes it a ‘crime to kill, or to comnspire to kill, a'forgign
official or forelgn official guest wﬁile such. a pé;son is in the United States;?
18 U.5.C. 1116; iBVU.g.C; lli?. However, there is no law which makes itia,érimé
té aésassinafe,lof to conépire or attempt to aséassinate, a foreign offfcial
‘while such official-is outéide the United States. Our proposed S£atu£e.is thugl
designed te close this gap in the law. |

Subsection (a) of the proposed statvut:.e would punish conspiracies formed
within the United Stﬁtes; subsection (b) punishes conspiracies oupside of the
United States. Subsection (b) is necessary to eliminate the 1ooph01é which would
otherwise permit persons'to simpif 1ea§e the United States and conspire abroad. .
Subéectibns (c) and (d), respectively; make it an offense to attémpt te kill or
to kill a foreign official outside the United States.

Subsections (a) through (d) specifically apply to any ”offiger or employee

of the United Statés" to make clear that the statute punishes conduct by U.S.

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 205



-5 -

government personnel, as well as conduct by private citizens having no relation -
to the«l.S. goverﬁmentf In addition, subsection (a), dealing with cqnspiracies?
within the United States, applies to "any other person,'" whether or not a United

States citizen. Noncltizens who conspire within the United States to assassi~

‘nate a foreign:official clearly'come within the jurisdiction of U.S. law. . Sub-:

t

sections (b) through (d}, which deal with conduct outside the United Staﬁes, apply
to U.S. citizens, and to officers or 3mplo§ees of the United States, whether or |

not they are titizens. Criminal liability for conduct outside the United Stateé

of persons ?ho are not U.S. citizens of"who do not hol&'a ﬁosition as a offi;er
or employee of_thé United States are matters for the law of the pigce Qhere such -
conduct takes place. T . p : ;

The term "ﬁﬁreign official” is defined in subjection (d) (2). The aefin£—
tion makes it Elear'that the offense may be.cémmitted even though the offiéial ;
belongs to an insurgent force, an unrecognized government, or a ﬁon-govefu&entai
Jpolitical party. Our iﬁvestigation -— as well as the reality of internétionalé
poelitics —- has shown ‘that. officials in sucﬁ organiiations are pofentialjt;rget%
for assassinatioﬁ.j] | ’

.The offenses are limited to conduct ailmed at such'personé because of-their
officia} duties or status, or fheir po;itical views, actions, or statements. Thus,
fof exadﬁlé, a consplracy t6 kill or the kiliing of a foreign official, which is
not politically motivated would noF be‘punishablé under this statute.

‘The definition of official in section (d).(Z) also provides that such pe£~

son must be an official of a forelgn povernment or movement "with which the
! { gn g

United States is not at war or against which the United States Armed Forces have

*[For exémple,'LumUmba.was not an official of the Congolese government at the
time of the plots against his 1ife, and Trujille, though the dictator, held no
official governmental position in the latter period of his regime.
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not been 1ntroduced into hostilities or situations pursuant to the provisions of

the War’Powers Resolution. This deflnitlon makes it clear ‘that, absent a decla—

!

ration of war or the 1ntroduotion of United States Armed Forces pursuant to the |
War Powers Resolution, the killing of . foreign off1c1als is a criminal offense.

Z}nsert discussion of paramilitary aspeogj

B & % X

In the course of our hearings, some witnesses, while strongly condemning

assassination, asked.whether, as a matter of thsory, assassination should absolutely
be ruled out in a time of truly unusual national emergency; Adolf Ritler was T
cited as’ an example. Of course, the cases with which we nsre concerned were not

of that character.*/ 1In a.grave emergency, the President has a limited ‘power to -
act,.not in violation of the law, but in:accord with his own responsibilities
under the Constitution to dsfend the Nation. As the Suprsme Court has detlared,;tne

Constitution "is not a suicide pact." Kennedy v. Mendoza-Martinez, 372 U}S. 144,

160 (1963).
Abraham Lincoln, in an unprecedented emergency, claimed unprecedented
power'oased on the need to preserve the nation:

..my oath to preserve the Constitution to the best of
my ability, imposed upon me the duty of preserving, by
every indispensable means, that government —- that
nation -~ of which that Constitution was the organic law.
Was it pessible to lose the nation, and yet preserve the
Constitution? By general law life and ‘limb must be pro-
tected; yet often a limb must be amputated to save a life;
but a life is never wisely given to save a limb. I felt -
that measures, otherwise unconstitutional, might become
lawful, by becoming 1ndispensable to the preservation of
the Constitutlon, through the preservation of the nation

‘The Complete Works of Abraham Lincoln, Vol., X,

PP. 65—66 (Nicolay and Hay, Eds. 1894).

*/Indeed, in the only situation of true national crisis --. the Cuban missile
crisis —-- assassination was not even considered.
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- Of course, whatever the extent of the President's own constitutional

- powers, it is a fundamental principle of our constitutional: system that these

,

pbwers are checked and limited by the Congress, including the Congress' power

of impeachment. As a necessary corollary, any action taken by a. President pur-;:

suant to his limited inherent powers and in appatentrponflict with the law

must be disclosgd to the Congress. Only then may the Congress judge whether thé ac-

tion truly represented, in Lincoln's phrase, an "indispensable necessity" to

the life of the Nation.

As Lincoln expiéingd in submitting his extraordinary actions to the Congress
for ratification: "In full view pf.hig great responsibility he haé, 50 fa;,
done what he has;deemed.his duty. You will now, according to your own jngmenti
perform yours." (Abfaham Lincoln,.Message to Congress in Special-Sessioﬁ, July 4, SR

1861).
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EPILOGUE o R

1?‘3,?; 1 B '
4 'wgfdo not belleve that the acts which we have examited represeﬁt the

They do not ‘reflect Lhe ldeals whth have 51VEH

,4

A - - . 3 L.
?people of this country and of. the world hcpe for a better Euller o

We regard the assa551naLion plots as abérrations; f
oo ' R
3
Means are as Jim 'rtaw*'

We'must not adopt-thé tactics of the_gnemyf

Cr351b makes it temptlng to 1gnore the

mén free. " But each tlme we do so, each time the

this cou'ntry.

C it and tbileérn'from it. ‘We must remain a people who COnEront our mistnkés

and resolve not to repeat themL

do, 6ur Future will bé worthy of the best of our past.
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